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 Obs.	 Mean	 Std.dev.	 Min	 Max	
Year	1980	 	 	 	 	 	
Population	(1000)		 215	 985	 1,252	 205	 11,206	
GDP	per	capita			 215	 7,879	 2,464	 2,476	 19,608	
Employment	(1000)	 215	 422	 607	 91	 6,016	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Year	1990	 	 	 	 	 	
Population	(1000)		 215	 1,015	 1,282	 212	 11,254	
GDP	per	capita		 215	 16,580	 4,375	 8,384	 30,685	
Employment	(1000)	 215	 457	 654	 100	 6,417	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Year	2000	 	 	 	 	 	
Population	(1000)		 226	 1,044	 1,328	 226	 11,932	
GDP	per	capita			 226	 23,364	 5,983	 11,538	 48,663	
Employment	(1000)	 226	 491	 690	 89	 6,616	
Tertiary	share	(%)	 212	 21.4	 6.5	 3.3	 38.5	
Worklessness	share	(%)	 211	 30.7	 9.7	 8.5	 58.7	
      
Year	2005      
Population	(1000)	 279	 1,042	 1,270	 236	 12,316	
GDP	per	capita	(1000)		 279	 24,522	 8,197	 6,254	 57,328	
Employment	(1000) 279	 493	 657	 98	 6,692	
Tertiary	share 271	 23.0	 7.4	 7.8	 42.3	
Worklessness	share 264	 31.0	 9.5	 0.9	 57.1	
      
Year	2015      
Population	(1000)	 279	 1,088	 1,366	 248	 13,839	
GDP	per	capita	 279	 30,182	 9,839	 11,210	 76,152	
Employment	(1000) 260	 522	 725	 96	 7,874	
Tertiary	share	(%) 260	 30.3	 8.5	 11.57	 52.4	





























































		 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	
VARIABLES	 Log	income	 Log	income	 Log	income	
		 		 		 		
Log	age	 4.633***	 3.724***	 3.726***		
(0.0703)	 (0.0677)	 (0.0677)	
Log	age	^2	 -0.611***	 -0.473***	 -0.473***	
	 (0.0108)	 (0.0104)	 (0.0104)	
Female	 -0.188***	 -0.230***	 -0.230***	
	 (0.00442)	 (0.00424)	 (0.00424)	
City	 0.115***	 0.0646***	 0.0529***	
	 (0.00489)	 (0.00469)	 (0.00617)	








Constant	 1.677***	 3.014***	 3.013***	
	 (0.114)	 (0.109)	 (0.109)	
Observations	
81,349	 81,349	 81,349	










		 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	
VARIABLES	 City	 City	 City	
	 Linear	models	 Logit	
		 		 		 		
Tertiary	Education	 0.0942***	 0.107***	 0.0913***	
	 (0.00200)	 (0.00192)	 (0.00195)	
Log	age	 -0.0292*	 -0.00830	 -0.0274*	
	 (0.0154)	 (0.0146)	 (0.0154)	
Log	age	^2	 -0.000394	 -0.00328	 -0.000701	
	 (0.00236)	 (0.00223)	 (0.00236)	
Constant	 0.387***	 0.347***	 	
 (0.0244)	 (0.0231)	 	
    
Observations	 275,585	 275,585	 275,585	
R-squared	 0.010	 0.116	 		
Country	fixed	effects	 No	 Yes	 No	
Notes:	City	is	unity	if	the	individual	lives	in	a	high-density	area	according	to	Eurostat’s	Degree	of	urbanisation	
(DEGURBA)	classification.	Tertiary	indication	is	unity	if	the	individual	has	completed	the	first	stage	of	tertiary	
education	(not	leading	directly	to	an	advanced	research	qualification)	or	the	second	stage	of	tertiary	
education	(leading	to	an	advanced	research	qualification).	Column	3	reports	the	marginal	effects	evaluated	
at	the	mean	of	each	variable.	Standard	errors	in	parentheses;	all	specifications	include	country	fixed	effects.	
***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
29	
	
EU	NUTS2	Regions	
Although	we	have	reservations	about	the	use	of	NUTS2	regions,	as	discussed	in	the	main	text,	
convergence	across	NUTS2	regions	is	an	important	EU	policy	aim.	One	important	headline	indicator	
of	disparities,	because	it	determines	eligibility	for	the	most	important	EU	regional	funds,	is	whether	
a	NUTS2	region	has	GDP	per	capita	less	than	75	percent	of	the	EU	average.	In	the	EU15	in	2015,	46	
NUTS2	regions	out	of	204,	home	to	19	percent	of	the	population,	were	75	percent	of	the	average	
GDP	per	capita.	In	the	EU28,	the	corresponding	figures	were	72	out	of	262	and	26	percent	of	the	
population.	For	comparison,	6	US	states,	home	to	6	percent	of	the	population,	have	GDP	per	capita	
less	than	75	percent	of	the	US	average.		
In	2015,	the	coefficient	of	variation	(CV)	in	GDP	per	capita	was	0.31	for	EU15	NUTS2	regions	and	0.37	
for	EU28	NUTS2	regions.8	As	for	metros,	variation	across	EU15	and	EU28	countries	explains	around	
half	of	this	variation	(43	percent	and	51	percent,	respectively).9	For	the	EU	15,	regional	disparities	
fell	in	the	1980s,	stabilised	in	the	1990s	before	falling	again	from	around	2000	to	the	mid-2000s	(see	
figure	A6).10	Overall,	the	coefficient	of	variation	fell	from	0.31	in	1980	to	0.26	in	2003.	The	double-
dip	recession	of	2009	and	2012	reversed	this	long-term	trend	and	by	2015	regional	disparities	were	
almost	back	to	their	1980	levels.	For	the	EU28	we	have	a	much	shorter	time	series.	Starting	in	2004,	
when	the	new	members	joined	the	EU,	the	coefficient	of	variation	fell	from	0.38	to	a	low	of	0.36	in	
2009	and	then	remained	at	similar	levels	until	2015.	
Figure	A6		
Variance	coefficient	of	GDP	per	capita	–	NUT2	regions	
	
Notes:	Authors	own	calculations	based	on	NUTS2	regions	as	described	in	the	text.		
	
8	As	discussed	in	the	main	text,	in	2015,	aggregating	the	five	London	NUTS2	reduces	the	EU15	coefficient	of	
variation	by	29	percent	from	0.44	to	0.31.	For	the	population	weighted	version	of	the	coefficient	of	variation	
the	reduction	is	18	percent.	We	therefore	aggregate	the	London	NUTS2.	
9	These	figures	are	based	on	decomposing	the	squared	coefficient	of	variation.	
10	The	figures	report	the	unweighted	coefficients	of	variation.	The	overall	levels	and	trends	for	the	EU15	and	
EU28	are	largely	unchanged	if	we	weight	by	population.		
